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This item presents the proposed performance standards that are recommended for use with
the MI-Access Participation (P), Supported Independence (51), and Functional Independence

(FI) Science assessments. These science assessments were administered to students in

grade 11 for the first time this spring. MI-Access is Michigan's alternate assessment
program for students with significant cognitive disabilities who are unable to participate in

the Michigan Educational Assessment Program (MEAP) or Michigan Merit Exam (MME)

assessments.

The procedures described for setting these performance standards are consistent with the
procedures used for all other MI-Access assessments, as well as for the Michigan
Educational Assessment Program (MEAP) and Michigan Merit Examination (MME).

Standard setting was carried out by three panels of Michigan educators and other Michigan
stakeholders working under the direction of the MI-Access contractor and Department staff.
Each panel worked on one of the following Grade 11 Science assessments: Participation (P),

Supported Independence (51), or Functional Independence (FI). The panelists were

comprised of educators and other stakeholders experienced in the standard setting process
as well as those for whom this was their first time as a standard setting panelist. As was the

case with other standard setting sessions for MI-Access, great care was taken to make sure

the sample of panelists was diverse with respect to educational experience, geographic

location, level of educational attainment, and other relevant variables.

Each panel, composed of 7-8 panelists, spent two days reviewing the assessment
instrument(s) assigned to it, the definitions of the different levels of performance, and the
level of student performance on the assessment needed to achieve each of the three
performance levels. Panelists discussed their opinions together, and repeated the judgment
process twice, with additional performance information being provided during each round.
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At one point in the proceedings, panelists for the FI assessment were inadvertently provided

with Inexact data concerning the impact of their recommendations. The OEAA contractor

conducted a follow up with all seven panelists and provided them with an opportunity to
change their recommended cut scores If desired. A summary memo to OEAA of the process

used is included in attachment A.

The performance standards adopted by the State Board of Education will define three levels
of performance: Surpassed the Performance Standard, Attained the Performance Standard,
and Emerging Toward the Performance Standard. These performance level labels are also
used for other MI-Access assessments.

Panelists made their final judgments Individually, and the resulting recommendations
represent a compilation of these individual judgments, which were then reviewed by OEM

staff and TAC for final recommendations. These recommendations are presented below In

tabular form. For Functional Independence, the tabled values reflect any revisions made by
the panelists following their review of appropriate impact data. The TAC has recommended

to OEM that the tabled values be presented to the Board for approval.

Table 1 - Recommended Grade 11 Science Raw Score Cuts
Maximum

ScoreAssessment Level

ParticiDatiol1 90

Supported Independence
Functional Independence

The result of the standard setting process was to recommend science performance
standards for each assessment. Attachment B presents impact data as the percent of

students In each performance level. For comparison purposes, all content areas are included
as well as Grades 5 and 8. At the end of the standard setting process, panelists were also

asked to indicate their level of confidence in the standards they had recommended and
evaluate the processes used to reach them. The results of these evaluations are presented

as attachment C.

It is recommended that the State Board of Education aDDrove the recommended
Derformance standards for the MI-Access ParticiDation. SuDDorted IndeDendence.
and Functional IndeDendence Grade 11 Science Assessments and direct staff to
use these Derformance standards in reDortina SDrina 2008 results for each of
these MI-Access science assessments.
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Attachment A

'1 May 2008

TO: Voice Dean, Steve Viger

FROM: Mike Bec~ Qt.estar

HE: Sullunary ofMI-A~ss FI Staudard-Settiltg "Reeo'isideratioll~ Res1dts

Over tile past several days, tile seven panelists ill the FI ~tandard ~ettillg a(.tivity have
Ilad the opportuniQ' to re~ie\v Oll('e nlore tlleir Iwulld :1 rcconllnelldatioll~ in light of

illad\'ertellt "ilnpact data" that they \vere provided prior to their colnplctulg their rmal,
no'Dld 3ju(~nellts on.i\pril29-30, 2008. .,:\'c re<'ei\'C(1 respollse~ froln aU Ne.\'en pallclist~.

Thc notDld 3 alld, as appropriate, "Rotmd 4" ju(lgnlent~ arc tabled helm\". rl11esc reportC(1

data arc in terlns of the ordered-booklet positiOlI, not the ra\\" ~cores. Changes based on the
opport.mlity to reconsider thc no.md 3 recollllncndation~ are illdicatcd ill italics.

Attained Standard Stll"pftSsed Standard
Ju~Number Ronnd3 "Rotmd4" Ronnd3 "Rotmd4"

1 20 20 38 38
2 20.19 37 39
3 19 19 39 3S
4 20.11' 40 40
r, 19 19 37 37
6 26 26 39 39
7 26 26 :J7 37

Median 20 19 3S 38

It is clear that the majoriQ' of.panelists felt colnfortable ,ritIl their earlier Homld 3
recolnmendations and sa,,' no neetl to re'rlse thesejtl(lgnlents on the basis of the corrected
hnpact da,ta. Each panelist '''as also given the opporttmity to partieipate in a oonferenee

eall ooneerning this isstle if they chose to do so. Xone of the panelists acttlaDy eaDed hi for

this eaD; several hl(licated that they didn't feel the need for Stteh a eaD.
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'rabled helo,,- are the Rotwds 3 and 4 IUediaIlS (ill both ordered-l)()sitiollIUld ra\v-srore
tenus) alld the ~rrespoll(lin~ state"ide ilupaet data.

Performal.cc Category

Median Cut ~re EmerdD2 Attained Surpassed

ROtUld 3

Ordered Itenl

Ita", Score

20
22

38
28

43% 32% 26%State Impact

Round 4

Ordered Iten)

Ita". Score
19
21

38
28

37% 370/0 26%State Impact

.-\s the TAC, OEAA, and Questar, Illc. allticipatcd, the pailclists made fe"," and nllnor
adjustments in their earlier recomlnelldatiolls based Oil the correctetl ulfornlation pro~ided

to theln. The Ilet eRect of the chaltges '''as to retltlce the ..\ttaul cut by Olle rafl'.S('Ore I)()Ult,

reducing the percelrt of sttldellts in the EmergUlg category by sc"eral percent, alld
correspoII(lingly increasillg the percent of students in the ~.\ttauled category.

Questar reoollllnends no additional adjttstments to the panel ~'OlDIllendatiolls. although
\\'e are prepare«l to disetlss these rest"t~ and related data fllnher \wth 0 &U if changes

seem desired.

Mike Beck

r,/7
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Attachment B

Ml-Access Pat1iclpatlon

EtA, Mathematics & Science
Percents of Students Scoring in Eam Perf0m'8nte Citegory

~~
l.aAD ~1
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MI-Access Supported Independence
ElA, Mathematics & Sdence

Percents 01 Students Scoring in Each Performance Category

PwffomI-.~

18aA c 8sa.-1
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MI-Access Functional Independence
ELA, Mathematics & Science

Percents of Students Scoring in E8d1 Perfomwnce Category

~~

I.BAD~.sa.-1

7



Attachment C

Evaluation Form

MI-Access Assessments Standards-Setting Sessions
Grade 11 Science Assessments

April 29-30, 2008
(21 Total Evaluations)

Please share with us your feedback about the standard-setting process, activities and
outcomes. Your feedback will help the OEM evaluate the training, methods, materials, and

results of the sessions. Please do not put your name on the form as your feedback should
be anonymous. Place an X under the response option that best reflect your opinions related

to each statement below.

1 Indicate the level of success of various components of the standards-setting session
In which you oarticipated.

Partially
Successful

Not Very

Successful--
Very

SuccessfulComponent Successful
- -

Introduction to the MI-Access
Assessment

10
48%

9
43%

9
43%
13

62%
13

62%

11
52%

11

52%

10

48%

5

24%

7

33%

1
5%

- Standard-setting process intro. -

larqe Qroup -
Performance Level Descriptor

review

1
5%

3

14%

1

5%

1

~%

Standard-setting orientation -
Small group

Group discussions of the panel

Data presentations before
Rounds 2 & 3

2
10%

7
33%

11
52%

Factor

~ Indicate the ImDDrtance Df each of these factors in makin our cut-score recommendations.
Not Somewhat Very

.lmportant .lmoortant .lmportant .lmoortant

1
5%

1
5%

5

24%

1

5%

5

24%

1

5%

9
43%

4

19%

11

52%

9

43%

2

10%

10
48%

12

~

9

43%

-

7

33%

18

86%

Performance level Descriptors

Your perception of the
ass~ment's difficulty

Your own professional

experiences

Your initial judgments (Round 1)

Group discussions of the panel

Feedback data provided to the
panel

12
57%

1
5%

8
38%

1
5%

5
24%

6
29%

3
14%

9
43%

18

86%

Policy environment in the state

What students would Y5. should
be able to do
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3. I understood the task of recommending performance standards when I did my work for:

Not Very Well

Moderately Well Very Well

5
24%

1

5%

1

5%

16
76%
20

95%
20

95%

RQund 1

Round 2

Round 3

4. I understood the data that were provided to the panel prior to:

Not Very Well

Moderately Well Very Well

5
24%

3
14%

16
~

18

86%

Round 2

Round 3

5. How confident are you with your personal classification of students at each level of

proficiency?

Somewhat

Confident
Performance Level Confident Very

Confident
Not

Confident

10
48%

7

~

6

29%

11
52%

13

62%

14

66%

Surpassed the Standard

1
5%

1

5%

Attained the Standard

Emerging Toward the Standard
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6. What strategies did you use to recommend MI-Access performance levels?. Group discussion was very helpful and forced us to discuss all kids in the

state.

. Personal experience and group discussion.
. At first glance of the test booklets, I labeled the questions either E, A, or 5

and then compared those again when I looked at the item booklet.
. Personal experience, assessment administrator, and classroom teacher.
. Zone for 1,2-slngle pick for 3.
. The most difficult thing about coming was the unknown. I don't know how to

prepare people for this, but that was the only downside.

. Knowledge of students, data provided complexity of questions, discussion
among group and facilitator, and EGLCEs.

. My understanding of the students and the EGLCEs, etc.

. How students "should" do given Instruction on EGLCEs. Percent of students

who scored "well" on a given Item. Functional/real world Item vs. science

concept.
. My former experience with standard setting, the instruction I received from

the facilitators were very helpful as well.

. Personal/professional. What we decided P-students should know. Knowing

science will continue to increase In classroom.
. Good give and take. Good discussion. Good problem-solving.
. Expect to see Improvement. Teachers need help on test protocol.
. Item mapping; being able to make accommodation or modification for testing

7. Use the space below to make any additional comments about the process or your

experience. Thank you for taking the time to evaluate the sessions.

. Our facilitator was quite redundant in her explanations. Even though it was

clear we all understood the process and expectations. She continued to drag

the process out and kept talking. She also discouraged group discussion;
instead we had to wait and only let one person talk at a time, even though it

was beneficial discussion. The group members worked very well together.

. Good session!
. Our facilitator's directions were overly repetitive and redundant. She

discouraged panelists from having discussions that would have been helpful.
She chastised us for working while she was talking even though she talked

too much. Note: the group of panelist was great! We got along and worked

well as a team.

. I think we should have had more chances for discussion in between rounds
and allowed to share information more.

. Great process, useful in other curricular areas!

. Please consider me again.
. It was a wonderful experience.

. Nice job.
. It was great and this is great personal development to take home to my

district.. Great food. Good accommodations. Facilitator did a good job.

Adapted from Hambleton, R. (2001). Setting performance standards on educational assessments and crlterl~ for
evaluating the process. In CIzek, G. (Ed.) Setting performance standards: Concepts, methods and perspectIves,
Hahwah: NJ: Lawrence Earlbaum AssocIates.
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